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Social networking sites are increasingly popular with both students and instructors. 
Both groups often use the same tools, which makes it likely that their online paths 
will cross and they will see each other's posts. This research examines if the 
information an instructor posts to Twitter affects a student's perception of the 
instructor's credibility. For this study, three groups of students at a Historically 
Black College or University (HBCU) read Twitter posts of a hypothetical professor. 
One group read only posts with personal information, one group read only scholarly 
posts and one group read posts with a combination of both personal and scholarly 
information. Students then rated the instructor's credibility. Unlike previous 
research on this topic, this study found the content of an instructor's Twitter posts 
had little effect on the students' perception of his credibility. Rather, students' 
opinions as to the appropriateness of the instructor using Twitter had the strongest 
correlation to credibility scores.  
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Introduction 
The days of professor-student interactions consisting solely of face-to-face 
communication are over. Today, social networking sites (SNS) are ingrained in the 
lives of college students and their professors (Ellison, 2008). Ninety-eight percent of 
online 18-24-year-olds use a SNS at least once a month (Experian Simmons, 2011), 
and two-thirds of all online adults in the United States use a SNS (Smith, "Why 
Americans" 2011). University instructors increasingly use Twitter (Faculty Focus, 
2010), a popular SNS website where users post brief, 140 character statements. This 
presents a set of possible consequences when instructors and students share online 
spaces that post personal information. Imagine a student reading an instructor's 
Twitter posts, intentionally or accidentally. What impact could that have on the 
student's opinion of the instructor? Could it change the student’s perception of the 
instructor’s credibility? This study examines whether an instructor’s Twitter posts 
are related to students’ perceptions of the instructor’s credibility. 
A student’s perception of credibility in an instructor is important because the 
more credible the student thinks the instructor is, the more likely he or she is to 
engage with the instructor outside of the classroom (Myers, 2004) in what is known 
as “out-of-class communication” (OCC). The educational value of OCC is universally 
believed to be positive for the student (Cox et al., 2010), leading to higher rates of
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 retention and academic achievement (Young, 2011). Thus, "the higher the 
credibility, the higher the learning" (Thweatt & McCroskey, 1998). 
This research is based on Johnson's 2011 paper The Effect of Twitter Posts on 
Students’ Perceptions of Instructor Credibility.  However, this study focuses on a 
different setting. Johnson's study took place at a small college in the USA; this study 
was conducted at a medium-sized, public historically black university (HBCU). This 
difference is significant because Twitter is more popular among African Americans 
than whites. According to a Pew Research Center study (Smith, "Online adults," 
2011), 25% of online African Americans use Twitter, compared to 9% of online 
whites. This suggests that African American college students could have different 
impressions of instructor Twitter use than white college students.   
Literature review 
Researchers have used many methods to measure instructor credibility. 
Recent studies have measured it using McCroskey and Teven's 1999 dimensions of 
competence, trustworthiness and caring (or goodwill) (Finn et al., 2009; Myers, 
2001; Johnson, 2011; Mazer, 2007).  Schrodt and Witt (2006) summarized the many 
factors that led to students considering their instructors as credible. Among the list 
of factors were appropriate use of technology and engagement with students 
outside of class time, both of which are related to this study.  
Research has been done as well on the role of computer-mediated 
communication (CMC) in faculty-student interactions. DiVerniero (2011) found that 
the use of CMC can make students perceive their instructors as more caring 
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and available. Duran (2005) found that instructors perceived the quality 
of their face-to-face interactions improved when it was supplemented with email, 
particularly with shy students. Social networking sites (SNS), a relatively new form 
of CMC, offer another potential avenue for student-faculty interactions. Universities 
and teaching faculty are experimenting with social media platforms like Facebook 
and Twitter, finding that they can be used to "humanize a large lecture class" 
(Ellison, 2008) and integrate new students into university life (Madge, 2009).  
Instructor social media use has the potential to extend learning and 
interactions beyond class time. Researchers connect positive impacts to students 
who interact with their instructors beyond the traditional class time (Terenzini, 
Pascarella, & Bliming, 1996). These interactions, referred to in the literature as 
extra-class communication (ECC) or out-of-class communication (OCC), positively 
impact the students’ persistence (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1977), grade-point 
averages (Anaya & Cole, 2001) and many other positive effects as noted in Cox et al. 
(2010).  
Despite their many positive outcomes, student-faculty interactions outside 
the classroom are rare (Cox et al., 2010; Dobransky, 2004). In-person interactions 
require "energy, effort and intent" (Martin, 2006). They require coordinating 
schedules, traveling to the meeting location and other leg work. Aside from the 
administrative hurdles to these meetings, many students, particularly first-year and 
first generation students, do not presume to think they are allowed to interact with 
the instructor outside of class (Cox et al., 2010). Reticent and unconfident students 
also can have difficulties approaching their instructors in person outside of class 
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time (Cox et al., 2010; Kelly, 2004). SNS has the potential to remove some of the 
hurdles to traditional faculty-student interactions. Typical interactions on SNS are 
frequent and brief, usually consisting of only a few lines. Making faculty-student 
interactions easier and more frequent, even if the interactions are brief (Cox et al., 
2010), has the potential to impact student success.  Brief interactions can lead 
to more meaningful interactions (Cox et al., 2010).  
Instructors commonly disclose details of their personal lives in the act of 
teaching. That disclosure of personal details is correlated to credibility and OCC 
(Martin, 2006) because it leads to "students becoming less intimidated by the 
instructor and the course content" (DiVerniero, 2011).  Professors' personal 
statements help students form opinions of their professors. 
SNS’s have made it easy for instructors to disclose personal information 
outside of the classroom. In an experimental study, Mazer (2007) found that when 
an instructor increased the level of self-disclosure on the instructor's Facebook 
profile, students reported a higher level of teacher credibility. Similarly, Johnson 
(2011) found that disclosing social or personal information on a Twitter account led 
to higher levels of perceived credibility. Too much self-disclosure, however, can be a 
problem. Students still want to idealize instructors and instructors could damage 
credibility through online discourse (DiVerniero, 2011). Conversely, Hewitt & Forte 
(2006) found that students who had seen an instructor's Facebook profile rated the 
instructor the same as those students who had not seen the profile.  
Hypothetical scenarios have been successful in measuring student 
perceptions of instructor credibility (Schrodt & Turman, 2005; Schrodt & Witt, 
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2006). Johnson (2011) used a similar design to measure instructor credibility by 
creating Twitter accounts and populating them with fake posts. Mazer's (2007) 
study on Facebook featured a real instructor but fake text comments were added to 
the profile.  Thweatt & McCroskey (1998) used a scenario where students read and 
reacted to a summary of a bogus instructor's response to a situation.  
Methodology 
Research questions 
 This study looks at whether the type of information an instructor posts to 
Twitter has an impact on students' perception of the instructor's credibility. It uses 
the same three research questions used by Johnson (2011):  
Q1:  Will disclosing personal information on Twitter increase a college 
instructor's credibility as perceived by students? 
Q2: Will sharing scholarly information increase a college instructor's credibility 
as perceived by students?  
Q3: Will sharing a mix of personal and scholarly information increase a college 
instructor's credibility as perceived by students?  
 Previous research has found that an instructor's personal self-disclosure 
online can positively influence students' perception of that instructor (Johnson, 
2011; DiVerniero, 2011; Mazer, 2007; Duran, 2005; O'Sullivan et al., 2004). 
Johnson's (2011) study found that students who read an instructor's social-only 
Twitter posts rated the instructor as more credible than those students who read 
the scholarly-only posts. That research did not find that the students who read the 
 7 
mix of social and personal tweets rated the instructor any differently. This 
research is attempting to replicate the study but at an HBCU.  
Participants 
The participants in this study were 144 students at a medium-sized, public 
historically black university in the southeast United States. Student ages ranged 
from 18-52 with a mean age of 20.6. More than half of the participants were first-
year students (52%), 19% were sophomores, 20% were juniors, and 6% were 
seniors. As expected, most of the students (85%) were black or African American. 
Other race/ethnicities were American Indian/Alaska native (4%), white (4%), other 
(4%), Asian (<1%), and native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander (<1%). The 
students in the study were 65% female and 35% male. These numbers closely 
resemble the makeup of the university student body, with 66% female and 34% 
male. An independent-samples t-test showed no statistically significant difference 
between males and females on the overall score of the instructor's credibility 
(p=.821, N=116).  
The number of participants who had Twitter accounts was much higher in 
this study than in Johnson's (2011). Eighty-two percent of the participants in this 
study had a Twitter account, versus only 30% in Johnson's study. Of those with an 
account,  64% of this study's participants reported tweeting more than 30 times per 
month, 20% tweet between 11 and 30 times per month and the remaining students 
tweet either fewer than 10 times per month (11%) or not at all (4%).  It is difficult 
to determine why more of the students in this study are on Twitter – whether this is 
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because of the increasing popularity of Twitter, or due to the research that shows a 
higher percentage of African Americans are on Twitter (Smith, "Online adults," 
2011). It is likely a combination of both reasons. A summary of the major differences 
between this study's participants and Johnson's can be found in Table 1.  
Table 1: Differences in the participants between Johnson's study (2011) and this one 
 Johnson (2011) This study 
Age (mean) 20 20.6 
Sex 
81% female 
17% male 
65% female 
35% male 
Students who have Twitter 
accounts 
30% 82% 
Students who agree it is 
appropriate for instructors to 
have Twitter accounts 
available for students to view 
53% 66% 
Participants 120 144 
Design 
The study design is modeled after Johnson's 2011 paper, The Effects of 
Twitter Posts on Students Perception of Instructor Credibility.  In summary, three 
groups of students each read Twitter posts from a phony instructor. Each group 
read a different set of posts, either personal-only, scholarly-only or a mix of personal 
and scholarly content. Students then completed a survey designed to measure 
credibility.   
The researcher created three different profiles on Twitter and populated 
them with fake Twitter posts, also known as tweets. Account One's tweets were all 
personal; Account Two's tweets were all non-personal or scholarly; and Account 
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Three's tweets were a mix of both personal and scholarly. A personal tweet 
included information about the instructor's family, hobbies, or other aspects of his 
life outside of the university. Non-personal or scholarly tweets included details 
related to the instructor's research or field of study.  Table 2 includes examples of 
the types of tweets in each category. The complete Twitter posts are in appendix A, 
B and C.  
Table 2: Examples of personal, scholarly and the mix of tweets posted to the fake Twitter accounts. 
 Account 1 Account 2 Account 3 
Type of 
tweets 
Personal tweets only Scholarly tweets only 
Mix of personal and 
scholarly tweets 
Example 
tweets 
“Took the dog to the vet. 
Doctor said ‘dogs just 
vomit sometimes.’” 
 
"Please tell my wife that 
there is no reason to 
learn to swing dance. 
The 20's are over and not 
coming back." 
"Why tablet publishing is 
poised to revolutionize 
educational publishing. 
goo.gl/9IO3g" 
 
"Inventor of Internet says the 
Internet is not a human right. 
Here is the case for (and 
Against) @theAtlantic 
goo.gl/KVN5W 
"Badges not just for 
gamers or Boy Scouts – 
Interesting discussion 
about the future of 
credentials and higher ed. 
goo.gl/LSbHV 
 
"I refuse to watch Jersey 
Shore…again." 
 
The Twitter accounts included very similar profile details to limit the 
variables in the study. Each fake professor was named Jon A. Young and had the 
same profile picture (a picture of a dog). Each account had a slightly different 
username (JonAYoung1, JonAYoung2, JonAYoung3).  The same exact username 
could not be used because Twitter does not allow multiple users with the same 
username. Each account had twenty posts. All of the scholarly tweets included a 
hyperlink to the information referenced in the tweet and none of the personal 
tweets included hyperlinks.   
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Figure 1: Picture of the Twitter account created for this study with a mix of personal and scholarly 
tweets. 
Procedures and ethics 
The researcher approached several instructors at the university who 
expressed interest in the research to gather participants. The researcher went to 
these instructors' classes to administer the paper survey and introduced himself as 
a graduate student doing research about Twitter in higher education. Students who 
chose to participate received a packet with three items: an informed consent 
statement, a print-out of one of the three Twitter accounts, and a survey. The 
packets were distributed evenly in each class, alternating between the three Twitter 
accounts.  The researcher and the faculty member left the classroom as the students 
decided whether or not to participate. The students did not know about the three 
different Twitter accounts or which account they had in front of them.  
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The students who chose to participate were asked to read the 20 Twitter 
posts and complete a survey. The survey included a popular instrument to measure 
instructor credibility, McCroskey and Teven's 1999 measure of credibility (Johnson, 
2011; Mazer, 2007; Finn et al., 2009). This measure uses a seven-point Likert scale 
on three dimensions: competence, caring (or goodwill), and trustworthiness. The 
survey alternated between positive and negative words. On some measures, a seven 
was a positive and on some a one was positive. The results were then recoded so 
that seven was always positive. 
The survey also included a question to gauge participants’ opinion of the 
appropriateness of instructors using Twitter (Johnson, 2011). The question asked if 
the participant agrees or disagrees that it is a good idea for instructors to have 
Twitter accounts available for students to view. Those who agreed that Twitter was 
appropriate rated four reasons why and those that disagreed rated five reasons why 
on a 7-point Likert scale. In addition, the survey asked for demographic information, 
including: sex, age, grade level, race/ethnicity, if the participant has a Twitter 
account and number of Twitter updates in the past month. A copy of the survey is 
included in appendix D. 
When finished with the survey, the subjects inserted their packets into an 
envelope at the front of the classroom. The survey took about ten minutes to 
complete. No incentive was offered to the students for participating in the research. 
The researcher visited nine classes in the spring of 2012 including German, English 
and Mass Communications courses. Nearly all the students in each class chose to 
participate in the research with the exception of students under 18, who were asked 
 12 
not to participate. The researcher did not keep a count, but fewer than 10 
students were under 18. While this procedure may seem antiquated with Twitter 
posts printed on paper, it was effective in gathering, in a short amount of time, the 
data that was required for this research. Fifty participants completed the survey for 
Account One, 47 for Account Two and 46 for Account Three. Not every survey was 
turned in completely finished, so those that were incomplete were used whenever 
possible.  
 This study was approved by the Institutional Review Boards of both the 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and the institution involved in this study. 
The participants were told that the Twitter posts they had read were from a fictional 
instructor before agreeing to participate in the research. Each participant had the 
option to take with him an informed consent document that listed the researcher's 
name and contact information, in addition to more information about the research. 
Few participants kept the document and no one contacted the researcher. A copy of 
the informed consent document is in appendix E. 
Differences in the design of the two studies 
Several differences in the design between this study and Johnson's (2011) 
are important to note. The measures of credibility on the survey were not worded 
exactly the same way. Johnson's study put the credibility measures into statements 
like "This professor seems caring." The survey in this research used shorter phrases 
like "cares about me," taken directly from McCroskey and Teven's (1999) Measure 
of Credibility. Johnson's phrasing with the word professor in the statement, rather 
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than a simple adjective, may have had an effect on the student response. In 
addition, the personal and scholarly tweets were not the same in this study as in 
Johnson's, and that could have affected responses. Data for this research was 
gathered on a paper survey, in a classroom, and students read printed Twitter feeds. 
In Johnson's study, students read tweets online and completed an online survey at 
home. This change in medium could have some unaccounted-for impact on the 
results.  
Statistics tests 
 This study used traditional statistics tests to analyze the data, including: one-
way ANOVA, Welch's t test, Tukey post-hoc test, one-sample t test, independent-
samples t test, ordinary least squares regression, and Pearson's Correlation. To help 
clarify the presentation of the data, those who saw the personal-only tweets will be 
referred to as the 'personal' group, those who saw the scholarly-only tweets will be 
referred to as 'scholarly' and those who saw the combination of personal and 
scholarly will be referred to as 'personal + scholarly'. 
Findings 
Johnson's (2011) research found that students who viewed the social tweets 
of an instructor had a higher overall perception of the credibility of the instructor 
than those students who only saw the scholarly tweets. In contrast, this research 
found the type of tweet the students read had no overall impact on their perception 
of the instructor's credibility. In this research, the students' opinions on the 
 14 
appropriateness of instructors using Twitter had more predictive value for their 
perception of credibility. Specifically, the students who thought it was a good idea 
for instructors to have a Twitter account rated their instructor as more competent, 
caring and trustworthy regardless of the types of tweets they read. 
Teacher credibility 
There was not a statistically significant difference in the means of the 
credibility score of the three Twitter groups. The overall credibility scores were 
determined by averaging the scores on each of the subgroups (competence, caring 
and trustworthiness) and adding them together. That number was then compared 
among the other Twitter groups using a one-sample t-test (personal vs. scholarly, 
scholarly vs. personal + scholarly and personal vs. personal + scholarly). Whether a 
student read the personal, scholarly or personal + scholarly Twitter accounts had no 
significant impact on the overall credibility score of the instructor. Table 3 includes 
the means and standard deviations for the sum of the averages of the responses on 
the three credibility measures. The mean in each Twitter group shows little 
difference; the scholarly and personal + scholarly groups had nearly identical scores. 
Table 4 shows the differences in the overall credibility scores between the groups. A 
p value of less than .05 would represent a significant difference – these values are 
well beyond that threshold. 
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Table 3. Perceived teacher credibility means and standard deviations per group 
Twitter account M SD N 
 Personal 12.88 2.87 50 
 Scholarly 13.13 2.69 47 
 Personal + scholarly 13.19 2.83 46 
Notes: The highest possible score for M is 21. 
Table 4.  Results of an independent-samples t-test on the sums of the perceived instructor credibility 
scores 
Twitter groups p 
 Personal vs. scholarly .660 
 Scholarly vs. personal + scholarly .915 
 Personal vs. personal + scholarly .595 
 
Separating the measures of credibility into the subgroups of competence, 
caring and trustworthiness also does not show a significant difference. This is 
surprising because the researcher expected the personal-only tweets, which 
included details about the instructor's family, to lead the students to see him as 
more caring (Martin, 2006). In fact, as the table shows, the average score for the 
personal group in the caring measure was lower than the neutral response of 4 
(M=3.72).  And the scholarly-only tweets did not make the students see the 
instructor as more competent.  
Each of the three Twitter groups returned the highest average mean in one of 
competence, caring and trustworthy subgroups. The personal + scholarly tweets 
returned the highest score for the competent subgroup (M=4.64), personal tweets 
had the highest score for trustworthy (M=4.74), and surprisingly, the scholarly 
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tweets registered the highest average score for the caring subgroup (M=4.25). 
Table 5 includes the means and standard deviation for each subgroup. 
Table 5: Instructor credibility scores by subgroups 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Notes: The highest possible score for M is 21. 
The only significant differences found were on individual adjectives. On the 
item "cares about me," a Tukey post-hoc test revealed that students who read the 
personal tweets rated the instructor lower than the group who read the scholarly 
tweets (p=.04, N=141).   On "concerned with me," students who read the personal 
tweets rated the instructor lower than the students who read either the scholarly 
tweets (p=.002, N=141) or the mix of scholarly and personal tweets (p=.015, 
N=141). Students who read the personal tweets gave a significantly higher score on 
the "trustworthy" item than did those who read the scholarly tweets (p=.001, 
N=143). Table 6 shows the difference between the personal and scholarly group on 
the three adjectives with statistically significantly differences in the means.  
Credibility subgroups N M SD 
Competent Personal 50 4.42 1.09 
Scholarly 47 4.51 1.08 
Personal + Scholarly 46 4.64 1.02 
Caring Personal 50 3.72 1.31 
Scholarly 47 4.25 1.10 
Personal + Scholarly 46 3.98 1.18 
Trust Personal 50 4.74 1.061 
Scholarly 47 4.36 .900 
Personal + Scholarly 46 4.56 1.000 
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Table 6. Tukey post-hoc test on individual measures between personal and scholarly tweets 
 Personal Scholarly  
Measure 
M SD M SD p 
Cares about me 3.16 1.962 4.13 1.861 .04 
Concerned with me 2.79 1.798 3.96 1.517 .02 
Trustworthy 4.98 1.464 3.96 1.233 .001 
Notes: Significant difference at .05 level 
 There was no significant difference between the perceived credibility of the 
instructor for those students who had Twitter accounts and those who did not 
(p=.442, N=143). If a student did not have a Twitter account, he rated the instructor 
similarly to students who did have a Twitter account.  The amount a student 
tweeted also had no influence on the student's perceived credibility of the instructor 
(p=.233, N=142). Again, only on individual adjectives are any differences in the 
mean significant. On the item of "honesty," students with a Twitter account rated the 
instructor higher for honesty than did students without a Twitter account (p=.02, 
N=141).   
 Age was not a factor in the student's perception of the instructor's credibility.  
Pearson's Correlation showed the relationship between age and credibility score 
was weak (rs=-.085, p=.330). A one-way ANOVA showed younger students were 
more likely to have a Twitter account but difference was not significant (p=.052, 
N=134). An independent sample t-test showed older students were just as likely to 
agree that Twitter was appropriate as were the younger students (p=.50, N=111). 
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Propensity to trust 
Similar to Johnson's (2011), this study measured participants’ propensity to 
trust. This is important because if a person is more likely to trust, he is more likely 
to see someone as credible. If one group of participants happened to have more 
people who were likely to trust, that would have an uneven effect on the results. 
Participants’ propensity to trust was measured using a three-item scale from 
McKnight, Choudhury, and Kacmar (2002). A one-way ANOVA test showed no 
statistically significant difference among the groups in their propensity to trust 
(p=.417, N=143). Reliability of the scale was calculated using Cronbach's alpha with 
a measure of .76. 
Appropriateness of Twitter 
When asked if it was appropriate for instructors to have Twitter accounts 
available for students to view, 66% that answered agreed that it was appropriate, 
while 34% thought it was inappropriate. Each student was then asked to rate a 
series of reasons why he agreed/disagreed with the appropriateness of Twitter. All 
reasons were rated over the neutral point of 4.  The N number varies because not 
everyone who completed the survey answered the question about the 
appropriateness of Twitter. See Table 7 and 8 for the participants' scores of the 
appropriateness of Twitter.  
The fact that a student had a Twitter account did not make the student more 
likely to agree that it was appropriate for instructors to be on Twitter. A correlation 
was not found between the two and looking at Johnson's (2011) research, a 
 19 
significant difference in Twitter use led to only a moderate increase in the 
percentage of students who thought Twitter was appropriate for instructors. Eighty-
two percent of the students in this study had a Twitter account, and 66% of all 
participants thought Twitter was appropriate for instructors. In Johnson's (2011) 
study, only 30% of students had a Twitter account and 53% of all students thought 
Twitter was appropriate. This study's 52% increase over Johnson's participants in 
the number of students with Twitter accounts only led to an increase of 13% in the 
appropriateness of Twitter in this study.  
Table 7: Means and standard deviation for reasons why it is appropriate for faculty to have Twitter 
accounts available for students to view 
Yes, I think it is a good idea for instructors to have  
Twitter accounts available for students to view. 
N M SD 
 It makes the professor seem more approachable. 77 5.79 1.559 
 It makes the professor seem more human. 77 5.92 1.295 
 It might allow students to have a more personal relationship 
with the professor. 
77 5.55 1.674 
 It shows the professor is up on the latest technology. 77 6.12 1.256 
Notes: All responses were measured on a seven-point Likert scale. The higher the mean score, the more 
they agreed with the statement. The reasons were developed by Johnson (2011). 
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Table 8: Means and standard deviation for reasons why it is not appropriate for faculty to have 
Twitter accounts available for students to view 
No, I don't think it is a good idea for instructors to have 
Twitter accounts available for students to view. 
N M SD 
 It can decrease students’ respect for a professor. 41 5.59 1.910 
 It eliminates social boundaries between students and 
professors. 
41 6.20 1.123 
 The professor's account might display unprofessional content. 40 6.33 1.141 
 Students might not need to know about professors’ lives. 41 6.29 1.346 
 It is unprofessional. 41 5.71 1.792 
 It harms a professor’s credibility. 41 5.12 1.977 
Notes: All responses were measured on a seven-point Likert scale. The higher the mean score, the more 
they agreed with the statement.  The reasons were developed by Johnson (2011). 
Appropriateness and credibility  
 A student's opinion on the appropriateness of instructors using Twitter did 
correlate to that student's perceived credibility of the instructor. According to a one-
sample t-test, those who thought Twitter was appropriate rated the instructor 
higher (p=.004, N=117). The total number of students who answered this question 
is lower than the number of students who completed the survey because many 
students skipped this question on the survey. It is likely they did not see this 
question on the page. Table 9 shows the higher average credibility score for those 
students who agree that it is appropriate for instructors to have Twitter posts 
available for students to view.  
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Table 9: Sum of the credibility scores based on answers to the appropriateness of Twitter  
I think it is a good idea for instructors to have 
Twitter accounts available for students to view. 
N M SD p 
 Agree 77 13.67 3.03 
.004* 
Disagree 40 12.02 2.47 
Notes: Results of an independent-sample t test. *Significant difference at .05 level 
 Examining the results by subgroups of competence, caring and 
trustworthiness shows some interesting differences. An independent samples t-test 
found those who agree it is appropriate for instructors to have Twitter accounts 
available for students to see rate the instructor more trustworthy (p=.004, N=117) 
and more competent (p=.004, N=117) at significant levels.  The adjectives with a 
statistically significant difference in the mean after an independent samples t test 
were: intelligent (p=.004, N=116), informed (p=.004, N=117), bright (p=.032, 
N=117), honest (p=.014, N=116), trustworthy (p=.049, N=117), honorable (p=.000, 
N=116), moral (p=.001, N=115). In each of these measures, the students who 
thought it was appropriate rated the instructor higher. What makes this interesting 
is that none of those adjectives are in the "caring" sub-scale. Students who agree 
faculty use of Twitter is appropriate rated the instructor as more competent and 
trustworthy, but not more caring. 
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Table 10: Independent samples t-test on the sum of credibility scores based on answers to the 
appropriateness of Twitter broken into subgroups 
Measure of credibility 
Twitter is a good idea N M SD p 
Trustworthy 
Agree 77 4.83 1.078 
.001* 
Disagree 40 4.18 .834 
Caring 
Agree 77 4.09 1.27 
.115 
Disagree 40 3.69 1.27 
Competence 
Agree 77 4.75 1.11 
.004* 
Disagree 40 4.14 .98 
*Significant difference set at .05 
The personal group had more students who thought Twitter was 
inappropriate than did the other two groups. The personal group had 16 students 
who thought Twitter was not appropriate, compared to 14 for the scholarly and 10 
for the personal + scholarly group. They all had similar number of students who 
thought it was appropriate, 26, 25, and 26, respectively. An ordinary least squares 
regression was used where the credibility score was the dependent variable and the 
independent variable was the whether students agreed with the appropriateness of 
Twitter (β=1.65, t-statistic=2.96, p=.004). On average, students who thought it was a 
good idea for instructors to have a Twitter account available to students scored the 
instructor 1.65 points higher. The personal group had more students who thought 
Twitter was inappropriate and this likely had an effect on the credibility score of the 
personal group.  
Discussion 
As stated already, this study was modeled after Johnson's (2011) study, 
which found posting personal tweets led to an increase in the students' perception 
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of the instructor credibility. Previous research has also indicated that personal 
disclosure in an online environment can lead to students' increased perception of 
caring or credibility (DiVerniero, 2011; Mazer, 2007). This research found, however 
that the types of tweets the students read had no significant impact on the 
credibility of the instructor.  
The expectations of the students could partially explain the difference in 
findings between this study and Johnson's (2011). The survey in this study was 
taken during class time in a classroom. This setting could have, subconsciously, tied 
the tweets to a class-related learning activity. Students may have expected the 
tweets to be a part of class rather than just a Twitter account they would happen to 
stumble upon. Reading about an instructor's dog during class time could seem like a 
waste of time. Reading that at home, however, could have led to a different reaction.  
This research found very limited cases where the type of tweet the students 
read affected their perceptions. Students who read the scholarly-only tweets scored 
the instructor higher on the caring sub items. On two of the measures, 'cares about 
me' and 'concerned with me,' the difference was statistically significantly higher 
than those students who read the personal tweets. To the students, an instructor 
who posted information that could help them in their coursework - the scholarly 
tweets - could have been seen as caring. However, the differences between the 
competent, caring and trustworthy subgroups were not large enough to draw any 
conclusions.  
A better predictor for student perception of credibility was the student's 
opinion of whether or not it was a good idea for instructors to be on Twitter.  Those 
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who felt it was appropriate for faculty members to have Twitter accounts rated 
the instructors higher on every measure of credibility and significantly higher in the 
overall credibility score. The strong relationship between higher credibility scores 
and students who thought Twitter was appropriate impacted the results of this 
study. The group who read the personal tweets had more of these students, and this 
may partially explain the differences in these results and Johnson's (2011) findings.  
Despite the much higher percentage of students on Twitter in this study than 
in Johnson's (2011), the percentage who thought Twitter was appropriate was only 
slightly higher than in Johnson's study. This may be a result of the design of the 
survey. In this survey, students read the Twitter posts first, then scored the 
credibility measures, then answered the question about the appropriateness of 
Twitter. If the students did not like what they read in the tweets or thought it was a 
waste of time, they might have been more likely to think it was not appropriate for 
instructors to use Twitter. Placing that question before reading the tweets could 
have resulted in more students agreeing that Twitter was appropriate.  
Twitter is a part of the daily lives for the students who have Twitter accounts 
in this study. While most agree that it is a good idea for instructors to have Twitter 
accounts available for students to view, some students are uncomfortable sharing 
this space with their instructors. A noteworthy number of the most active Twitter 
users thought it was not appropriate for instructors to have a Twitter account 
available for students to see. Based on the response to the survey, it appears that, 
overall, students were concerned about the blurring line between personal and 
school communications and the potential for instructors to post inappropriate 
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information. They were less concerned about it degrading the credibility of the 
instructor.  
 The good news for Twitter-using instructors, according to the results of this 
study, is that they can tweet whatever best suits their personalities. If they are 
concerned about blurring the line between their personal and work lives, then they 
could tweet only scholarly things.  If they are comfortable with the possibility of 
students reading their personal tweets, they should feel free to tweet personal 
information. This study found that the type of tweet did not change the students' 
perception of credibility, so instructors can post what they are comfortable with. It 
is important to note that the personal tweets in this study were non-controversial 
and did not include scandalous or revealing information. Results could be very 
different if the personal posts included information that the students would 
consider inappropriate, and this is an area for further research. 
Limitations 
The limitations in this study arise out of the artificial environment created to 
limit the variables. In a real class, an instructor’s credibility would be built by 
multiple interactions, including in-class behavior (Cox et al., 2010). The instructor’s 
tweets would only be one variable that formed a student's opinion of the 
instructor's credibility. How students respond to the Tweets of a real instructor they 
know is an area for future research.  This study does not compare student opinions 
of an instructor whose Twitter feed the student has read against the opinions of 
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students who have not read it. Analyzing how much Twitter contributes to an 
instructor's credibility is a topic for further research.  
Using a paper-based survey with printouts of the Twitter accounts is another 
limitation of this study. This method was chosen because of the need to gather the 
data quickly.  It also meant that the tweets with hyperlinks, which are common in 
Twitter, were not clickable. Any effect of changing the medium from the screen to 
paper was not accounted for in the research. 
Students participating in this study were not randomly selected. They were 
students of professors who expressed interest in this research. The courses 
surveyed were in English, communications, and foreign languages departments. A 
similar study with students and faculty in the sciences could produce different 
results and is an area for further research.  
The spirit of Twitter was altered from its real-life form for this study. The 
tweets in this study are one-directional and do not allow for student-to-faculty 
communication: the students read the instructors’ tweets without the option to 
reply. The format of most social networking sites, however, allows interaction 
between followers and friends. The possible impact such interaction could have on 
these student impressions is not measurable in this study. 
Conclusion 
The type of information posted, whether personal or scholarly, did not have 
an impact on the students' perception of instructor credibility at an HBCU. What 
appears to have impacted the students' perception was whether they thought it was 
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appropriate for the instructor to have a Twitter account. While most students 
agreed it was appropriate for instructors to be on Twitter, those who disagreed 
rated the instructor as less credible. The good news for educators is that any type of 
reasonable tweet has the potential to lead to increased credibility among those 
students who are most likely to read the tweets. Instructors can post tweets with 
which they are most comfortable - scholarly, personal, or a combination of both - 
and have a positive impact on students' perception of their credibility. The more 
credible students believe their instructors are, the more they will want to engage 
with their instructors outside of the classroom (Myers, 2004). Those interactions 
can lead to student success (Cox et al., 2010).  
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Appendix B: Twitter posts from the scholarly account 
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Appendix C: Twitter posts from the personal + scholarly account 
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